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REMARKS 

Claims 1-8 are currently pending in this application. Claims 7 and 8 are newly added. 
Claims 2-4 have been amended. The applicants respectfully submit that no new matter has been 
added. It is believed that this Amendment is fully responsive to the Office Action dated April 28, 
2004. 

The amendments to claims 2-4 amend the preambles for consistency with claim 1 . 

In the added claims 7 and 8, the limitation to the effect that "the maximum of the loss tangent 
of said adhesive layer at 25° C is an a frequency region equal to or greater than 10 4 Hz" (or 10 5 Hz) 
has been added. Support for this amendment may be found on page 6, lines 2 to 3, of the 
specification. 

Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as anticipated by or, in the alternative, 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as obvious over Lindman et al. (U.S. Patent 5,974,655), substantially 
for the reasons set forth in section 5 of Paper No. 111903 [apparently, the final Office action 
mailed November 28, 2003], together with the following additional observations. (Office action 
paragraph no. 4) 

The Examiner apparently intended to reject claims 1-6, since claims 5 and 6 are discussed 
in the rejection on page 4 of the Office action. The rejection of claims 1-6 is respectfully traversed 
and reconsideration of the rejection is respectfully requested. 
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At the bottom of page 2, the Examiner comments on the issue discussed in the interview on 
February 12, 2004, regarding Lindman's "use of hard and non-elastic material." The Examiner now 
further explains: 

"while Lindman's invention ... clearly uses a double sided adhesive tape material 
which is elastic, the 'hard and non-elastic material' are clearly directed to an un- 
related "conceivable" application (column 2, line 29) and Lindman has made no 
disclosure whether the 'hard and non-elastic material' is a backing material or not." 

Applicants had originally raised the issue of this portion of Lindman in the Response dated 

September 15, 2003, noting that Lindman does not disclose any performance limitations on the 

adhesive annulus 3, and that these lines (column 2, lines 26-29) in fact indicate that the amount of 

elasticity is not important in Lindman's annulus. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's current comments about an "un-related 
'conceivable'" application are unclear and do not further support the rejection. Applicants submit 
that Lindman in column 2, lines 26-29, is stating that the tape may be "more or less elastic" or may 
be "hard and non-elastic"-two quite different characteristics-and that no explicit value for any 
physical parameter is given. 

On page 3, the Examiner addresses Applicants' comments regarding lack of inherency of the 
"maximum of loss tangent" value in Lindman. The Examiner again refers to the "maintaining 
requisite sealing and damping" and "sufficiently strong to resist comprehensive shaking forces" 
disclosure in the reference. The Examiner acknowledges that "Lindman is silent about the 
"maximum [of] loss tangent" value of the double sided adhesive annulus ..." and again argues that 
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"the scope of the invention is essentially the same as the instantly claimed invention ..." 

The Examiner states that "Applicants clearly fail to provide any evidentiary support that why 
a suitable maximum loss tangent (which is a well known measurement of material damping (shock 
absorbing) property) is not inherent to Lindman' s damping capable and shock resistant double sided 
adhesive annulus." In response, Applicants again note that the burden is on the Examiner to provide 
"a basis in fact and/or technical reasoning to reasonably support the determination that the allegedly 
inherent characteristic necessarily flows from the teachings of the applied prior art," and that the 
Examiner has not done this. Moreover, there is clearly no way to determine what is inherent in 
Lindman, since Lindman does not give sufficient information for one of skill in the art to reproduce 
his particular annulus. Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's comments that "Attorney 
arguments cannot take the place of evidence" are not relevant here. Applicants are appropriately 
analyzing what is technically disclosed in the reference. 

Regarding claims 5 and 6, the Examiner does not cite an additional reference, but only states 
that "double sided pressure sensitive adhesive of acrylic polymer is notoriously common and well 
known". Since the Examiner has not cited a reference in this regard, Applicants respectfully 
request the Examiner to produce an affidavit supporting this statement under 37 CFR 
1.104(d)(2), which requires such an affidavit when called for by the applicant. Applicants further 
note that claim 5 does not merely require a double coated adhesive comprising acrylic copolymer; 
the claim recites specific maximum of loss tangent limitations for the adhesive layer. 
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Applicants therefore submit that claims 1-6 are novel and non-obvious over Lindman et al. 
Regarding new claims 7 and 8. 

In Lindman, it is described that "the transmission of occurrent mechanical vibrations are 
dampened" in column 2, lines 8-9, and "a double adhesive annulus, ... is sufficiently strong to resist 
comprehensive shaking forces, ..." in column 2, lines 20-23. Accordingly, Lindman does not specify 
the frequency region of dampening. It might be considered that Lindman implicitly includes a 
certain frequency region because the adhesive is used for fixing a speaker; however, the present 
invention is directed to an electronic device structure including a double coated pressure sensitive 
adhesive sheet and an adhesive layer having a maximum of loss tangent in a frequency region equal 
to or larger than a maximum characteristic frequency generated by a shock when said electronic 
device falls. Applicants note that the frequency region of human voice is about 10 3 Hz or less and 
the frequency region that human can hear (audible sound region) is about 10 4 Hz or less. The 
frequency region of 10 5 Hz, to say the least, cannot be considered to be suggested in Lindman since 
there is absolutely no need to attenuate such a high frequency region in Lindman. 

In view of the aforementioned amendments and accompanying remarks, claims, as amended, 
are in condition for allowance, which action, at an early date, is requested. 

If, for any reason, it is felt that this application is not now in condition for allowance, the 
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Examiner is requested to contact Applicants undersigned agent at the telephone number indicated 
below to arrange for an interview to expedite the disposition of this case. 



In the event that this paper is not timely filed, Applicants respectfully petition for an 
appropriate extension of time. Please charge any fees for such an extension of time and any other 
fees which may be due with respect to this paper, to Deposit Account No. 01-2340. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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